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The essence of strategic leadership is the
process of examining events in their many

; dimensions, testing immediate issues in the

.. context of broader long-term goals, establishing
priorities based on balance among importance,
urgency, and achievability—then pursuing
policies in the near term aimed at securing the
long-range objectives.

—Donald E. Rumsfeld




oint warfighting is constantly evolving in

theory and practice. Military and defense

professionals train for and expect opera-

tions to be joint. To win, we must fight as a
team. And combatant commanders plan on joint
operations as a matter of course. Recently, the
term joint has begun to assume a broader com-
mon definition and an air of expectedness.

It is routine for more than one service to per-
form together in experiments, exercises, or bat-
tles. Joint operations are our baseline. Yet in dis-
cussing jointness we tend to envision far more
than just two services working together. We see a
joint team functioning with other agencies as

AWord fromthe

Soldiers preparing for
mission in Afghanistan.

well as foreign nations and perhaps even non-
governmental organizations.

The global war on terrorism ushered in an
era of enhanced jointness in which coalition and
interagency participation is the norm. Profes-
sional military education promotes integration
among services, agencies, and allies, who are all
routinely included in exercises and operations.

Within the Government, we find consider-
ably more common, comprehensive, and impor-
tant interagency cooperation. Warfighting com-
mands and various agencies must be aware of

(continued on page 4)
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B A WORD FROM THE CHAIRMAN

(continued from page 1)

each other’s plans and coordinate actively. Intelli-
gence sharing, homeland defense, and synchro-
nizing instruments of power are necessary to win
the global war on terrorism.

Moving from service competition to routine
joint operations has been accompanied by a sig-
nificant cultural change. We must continue this
evolution to embrace a new concept of enhanced
joint operations—changes in the Armed Forces,
governmental agencies, and allied nations.

History not only tells us where we have
been; it offers clues about where we need to go.
To illustrate the evolution of jointness, let me
touch on just a few examples, from tentative co-
operation among services to the enhanced joint
warfighting required to combat terrorism.

Experimenting in Wartime

Interestingly, the tradition of joint warfight-
ing can be traced to the early days of the Nation.
For example, by April 1863, General Ulysses Grant
had been trying to take Vicksburg for months. But
nature provided an obstacle, spring rains. Union
forces had to move quickly down the Mississippi
River past the deadly Vicksburg defensive batteries
to attack from the east—Grant’s preferred ap-
proach. After seeking the counsel of Admiral
David Porter, they elected to sail Union troops
and supplies down the Mississippi.

With cavalry raids as a distraction, the river-
borne transport scheme worked. The Union lost
only one ship to the batteries. Grant was able to
isolate Vicksburg from the east. Confederate
forces finally surrendered July 4. Experimenting
with joint warfighting helped the Union turn the
tide of the Civil War. This series of events fore-
shadowed the importance of jointness to later
military successes.

A Costly Lesson

The defeat at the Kasserine Pass exemplifies
the poor integration and communication that led
to tragedy during Operation Torch in February
1943. The operation was designed to drive Axis
forces out of North Africa, but our troops were in-
experienced and untested. American leaders tried
to use airpower simultaneously as artillery and an
umbrella for ground units. Unfortunately, inade-
quate communications, planning, and synchro-
nization plagued the Allied forces.

The Allies ceded air superiority, leading to in-
sufficient air support for ground operations in the
pass. Unable to achieve control of the air over the
battlefield, ineffective air support combined with
inexperienced American troops and poor battle-
field communications led to a costly defeat by
troops under General Erwin Rommel.



F/A-18C taking off,
Iraqi Freedom.

Desert Storm highlighted
the role of precision and ad

hoc innovations in the area
of time-sensitive targeting

However, the Allies learned from their mis-
takes and issued new orders for Allied airpower to
strike interdiction and rear echelon targets. This
allowed airpower to decimate Axis support logis-
tics in Tunisia and helped turn the balance in
favor of the Allies.

With a more focused and synchronized air
campaign, fortified Allied surface forces pushed
the Axis back. Adolf Hitler all but abandoned his
African army. And in May
1943, the Axis lost North
Africa and the Allies pre-
pared for a push north
through Italy.

The North African
campaign illustrated that
Allied combined arms war-
fare could be inefficient
and dangerous when planned poorly. Allied com-
manders quickly learned the importance of coor-
dinated and integrated planning between compo-
nents and nations.

Jointness in the Storm

In 1991, Operation Desert Storm showed un-
precedented jointness on a theater-wide scale. Yet
while successful in achieving U.S. and Coalition

Myers

objectives, the war was often a segregated affair—
more deconflicted than integrated.

Desert Storm introduced new concepts of op-
erations and innovations that previewed the mili-
tary transformation of the 1990s. Perhaps the
greatest was effects-based operations. This con-
cept promoted an attempt to control an enemy,
as opposed to traditional warfighting strategies of
attrition or annihilation.

The Coalition commander would restrict
enemy decisionmaking processes in order to take
away options. In Desert Storm, the Coalition was
able to accomplish this without entirely crushing
Iraq’s infrastructure or annihilating its army.

Precision, speed, and superior intelligence
allowed the Coalition to target the enemy by
disrupting its command and control and deci-
sionmaking. Countrywide military pressure all
but paralyzed the Iraqi leadership, and a crush-
ing ground assault pushed dug-in enemy troops
from Kuwait.

Desert Storm highlighted the role of preci-
sion and ad hoc innovations in the area of time-
sensitive targeting. The Scud hunting operations
in western Iraq particularly reflected a new capa-
bility, leading to a decade of experimentation
with joint time-sensitive targeting procedures
and technology.

Winter 2002-03 / JFQ 5
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B A WORD FROM THE CHAIRMAN

during Millennium Challenge,
the decision and execution

process in time-sensitive
targeting often took less
than an hour

The Scud hunt saw Special Operations Forces
(SOF) closely collaborating with the air compo-
nent on near real-time strikes. In one case in
1991, a team was bracing for assault by an enemy
helicopter in western Iraq. The team radioed an
airborne F-15E and passed their position and situ-
ation. The fighter launched and guided a 2,000-
pound laser guided precision bomb, destroying
the hovering helicopter.

This type of SOF-airpower coordination was
desperate, unplanned, and impractical, but it
worked. As a result, nascent collaboration between
Special Operations Forces and joint aerospace
power became a preview of hugely effective tactics
used in Afghanistan. However, despite some lim-
ited successes in Desert Storm, the potential of
special operations was largely unrealized.

Enduring Freedom

After the atrocities of 9/11, Operation En-
during Freedom showed the inherent flexibility
of the U.S. joint force and the importance of a
new style of coalition operations. Special opera-
tors of all services, and
coordination with ele-
ments of several U.S.
and allied governmental
agencies, were common-
place and critical.

SOF teams collabo-
rated successfully with
Coalition air compo-
nents and together deliv-
ered bombs and shared
satellite communications, navigation, and a host
of intelligence assets. The result reinforced the
importance of even more effective integration
and new operational concepts. The services had
gone to school on Desert Storm experiences in
Scud hunting and integrating sea, air, space, and
SOF assets.

Afghanistan demonstrated a new paradigm
where select U.S. forces, supported by joint air-
and spacepower, could act as force multipliers. In
Enduring Freedom, 215t century technology
paired cavalry charges—right out of the 14t cen-
tury—with the most advanced weapons to defeat
a larger army of well-equipped fighters. In fact,
the force multiplication capability of air- and
spacepower teamed with Special Operations
Forces was unprecedented. In December 2001,
when the Taliban fell from power, only about
1,500 American military personnel were on the
ground. However, their combat effectiveness sur-
passed traditional views of their capabilities.

6 JFQ / Winter 2002-03

The importance of this new jointness be-
came evident after 9/11 and was reinforced by
American successes in Afghanistan. SOF and in-
teragency assets were integrated and integral to
the plan and the operation. And in preparing
lessons learned while the operation was unfold-
ing, the services, joint components, and combat-
ant commands shared notes and experimented
with improvements in strategy, technology, and
operational coordination.

Millennium Challenge

In summer 2002, U.S. Joint Forces Command
conducted Millennium Challenge, a large experi-
ment that generated thousands of data points
and hundreds of ideas. Participants examined
dozens of concepts, initiatives, and warfighting
issues. One highlight was the joint fires initiative
for time-sensitive targets, a Web-based, collabora-
tive tool that allowed land, maritime, and air
commanders to share awareness and knowledge
simultaneously. Allies also participated.

All components knew the priority targets se-
lected by the joint force commander. They had
access to intelligence, surveillance, and reconnais-
sance assets of other components to find targets.
Once found, they chatted in real time on which
component could engage those targets. At the
same time, they decided which assets could best
conduct post-strike battle damage assessment.

During Millennium Challenge, the decision
and execution process in time-sensitive targeting
often took less than an hour. By sharing informa-
tion and fostering trust, the joint team got the
job done with considerably improved timelines.
They had developed a faster decision cycle—and
history shows that those who make better deci-
sions faster usually win.

Iraq and the War on Terrorism

The joint fires initiative and the time sensi-
tive targeting tested and refined in Millennium
Challenge and in Afghanistan continued to
evolve during Iraqi Freedom. An attack against
Saddam Hussein in a hotel took 45 minutes—
from the time we received the intelligence to
bombs hitting the target. Our time to attack can
be under an hour, but we need to push for a
faster response.

The common operating picture is also a
great example of the type of integration and in-
formation sharing that speeds decisionmaking
and is truly transformational. In Desert Storm,
the air component commander had a reasonably
good battlefield picture. During the battle in
Afghanistan, the air component commander had
a much better picture, with considerably more
real-time sensor information conveniently dis-
played in addition to the blue force positions.



Marines refueling near
Az Zubayr, Iraq.

But throughout the 1990s, and even in Afghan-
istan during Enduring Freedom, the ground com-
ponent had poorer connectivity and a less com-
plete picture.

For Iraqi Freedom, however, U.S. Central
Command insisted that all the components share
a very similar picture of the battlefield and the-
ater. Information sharing enabled the component
commanders to provide reachback support to for-
ward tactical units and to coordinate and inte-
grate their plans. The ground command opera-
tions center in Doha, Qatar, was as sophisticated
as the combined air operations center in Saudi
Arabia. And just as importantly, the corps com-
mander and division commanders shared this
common operating picture as well.

Iraqi Freedom portended a crucial trend use-
ful for fighting the global war on terrorism: the
increasing importance of multiple agencies and
nations combining efforts over an extended pe-
riod. It demonstrated the effectiveness of long-
term, multifaceted relationships between organi-
zations and allies geared toward achieving
common goals. In the case of Iraq, this meant:

m diplomatic efforts at coalition building

m years of weapons and tactics improvements in
all the components

m reducing Iraqi air defense and command and
control capabilities through months of targeted
airstrikes

Myers

m months of focused and deliberate psychological
operations against Iraqi military commanders, troops,
and regime supporters

m years of sanctions on the regime and terrorist
leaders

m preparation for humanitarian and civil emer-
gencies

®m maritime control of the Arabian Gulf

m in due course, a closely coordinated and flexi-
ble, 24/7, all-weather land-sea-air and SOF component
blitz that crushed the Iraqi military.

But what won the war was the ability of the
Coalition to remove the enemy sanctuary in time
and space. This was done by integrating a range of
combat and other capabilities, as well as overcom-
ing unique logistic challenges. Iraqi Freedom has
illustrated the importance of enhanced joint-
ness—with shared intelligence and coordinated
informational, diplomatic, economic, and military
actions contributing to an unprecedented success.

The combatant commander achieved superi-
ority in all areas of space and time, which led to
Coalition success in the major combat phase. He
was able to make better decisions faster than the
enemy. Well understood rules of engagement and
exceptional red teaming and planning for what-
ifs made the most of Coalition flexibility—and
gave friendly forces a tighter decision cycle. He

Winter 2002-03 / JFQ 7
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gained air and space superiority. And joint air-
and spacepower enabled persistent surveillance
and strike operations. A rapid maneuver cam-
paign by the ground component was supported
by air and psychological operations, as well as by
space navigation and communications. Though
the fighting was intense, Coalition ground forces
were able to push quickly to Baghdad with skill
and determination.

When some pundits erroneously stated that
the ground advance was bogged down or stalled
during a blinding sandstorm, they missed the
deadly precision attacks and incredible all-
weather capability of the joint and combined
team. During that sandstorm, Coalition airpower
worked in concert with precision ground maneu-
vers to decimate two Republican Guard divi-
sions—breaking the back and crushing the
morale of the Iraqi military. Coalition precision
attack and C“ISR capability was the result of years
of research and development, exceptional
weapons, shared knowledge between component
and combatant commanders, and appropriate
rules of engagement.

Effectively, integrated components did the
fighting in Iraqi Freedom. Commanders and
planners included allied and American personnel
from other agencies from the start. This en-
hanced capability, whereby components integrate
and include allies and interagency personnel in
planning and execution, must be a key character-
istic of combatting terrorism.

Unlike Iraqi Freedom, most battles in the
global war on terrorism will not be conventional.
As a result, all elements of national power must

JFQ / Winter 2002-03
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be better integrated. Financial services, law en-
forcement, diplomatic efforts, and commercial ac-
tivities both at home and abroad, as well as hu-
manitarian and civil organizations, must be
included in all appropriate phases, from planning
to combat to the transition to a lasting peace.

As Iraqi Freedom moves into the stability
phase, we will continue to fight the global war on
terrorism. This requires continuing to coordinate
and share information across agency, component,
and command lines. We must do better in syn-
chronizing current operations with all instru-
ments of national power and in sharing intelli-
gence to anticipate and deny future attacks.

To fully integrate the Armed Forces, we must
breach institutional stovepipes and establish ef-
fective lines of communication. For the most
part, culture will also have to change with regard
to classified intelligence—need to know must give
way to the need to share. We must calculate the
risk of exchanging intelligence in this new en-
hanced environment with other agencies and
countries. I bet that careful calculation will indi-
cate that it is safer to share information to pre-
clude terrorist attacks than retain overclassified
information that no one acts on. I know this will
be a big change, but a new risk calculus reflects
our enhanced joint world.

Historical lessons are anecdotes, not prescrip-
tions for the future. The only thing we can be
sure of after the recent war in Iraq is that our next
major operation will be quite different. Therefore,
we must be prepared for a variety of contingen-
cies. The enhanced joint environment I have de-
scribed will encourage sharing information and
deliberately coordinating the instruments of
power in planning and in execution.

This flexibility accompanied by operating
across organizational seams will ultimately make
the United States and its allies stronger and safer.
We can be certain that in moving from a segre-
gated to an integrated approach, the whole be-
comes greater than the sum of its parts—just as
our forebears found in fighting the Nation’s wars
of the distant past.

RICHARD B. MYERS
Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
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By JAMES J. WIRTZ and JAMES A. RUSSELL

here is a quiet revolution underway in

U.S. nuclear strategy. It is overshad-

owed by the global war on terrorism,

questions over homeland security, and

chaos in the international order. It is revolution-

ary because it reflects many changes in threats,

capabilities, and doctrine that have preoccupied

nuclear planners since the 1950s. It also high-

lights the way the Armed Forces prepare for fu-
ture conflicts.

The vision found in the Nuclear Posture Re-

view (NPR) is part of a wider endeavor to de-

velop new policies.! It embraces the concepts of

Quiet evolut

5y
15t Century

AP/Wide World Photo

assurance, dissuasion, deterrence, defense, and
denial articulated in the Quadrennial Defense
Review in 2001. Both reviews set priorities for
formulating defense and foreign policy, develop-
ing a strategic relationship with Russia, and
countering proliferation of nuclear, biological,
and chemical (NBC) weapons and long-range
ballistic missiles.

New Threats, New Opportunities

Nuclear policy reflects strategic, political,
and technological trends that emerged over the
last decade. The collapse of the Soviet Union pre-
sented an opportunity to foster a new strategic re-
lationship. The United States concluded that mas-

sive nuclear arsenals, which had produced the
concept of mutual assured destruction (MAD),
arms control agreements, and many views of the

James J. Wirtz is the chairman and James A. Russell is Office of the
Secretary of Defense fellow in the National Security Affairs Department
at the Naval Postgraduate School.
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Dismantling Tu-160
in Ukraine.

commanders can use data
from myriad sensors

to acquire a picture of the
battlespace in real time

Cold War, were no longer relevant. Moreover,
both countries would benefit by reducing defense
budgets. During the 2000 Presidential campaign,
supporters of George Bush noted that the arms
control regime prevented adjustments to meet fis-
cal realities and new threats. Arms control was

the source of acrimony; the time had come to
stop regarding Russia as an enemy and to develop
a more cooperative approach to managing strate-
gic relations.

Though many observers marveled at the ef-
fectiveness of precision-guided air strikes in the
Persian Gulf War, advances in technology did not
stop. The information revolution of the 1990s
continued to transform military capabilities.
Sometimes called the revolution in military af-
fairs, it involved integrating sur-
veillance and reconnaissance
sensors, information processing,
tactical and operational commu-
nications, and precision-guided
munitions. Today, commanders
can use data from myriad sen-
sors—generically known as the
global command and control system—to acquire
a picture of the battlespace in real time, a capabil-
ity that did not exist ten years ago. The Pentagon
wants to use advances in command, control,
communications, computers, and intelligence
(C4) to integrate nuclear and conventional forces
so they can be responsive on short notice.

Concern has grown over the proliferation
of NBC weapons and related delivery systems.
The conflict between Iran and Iraq and the Gulf
War highlighted the danger posed by long-range
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missiles and hinted at this new threat. A na-
tional intelligence estimate issued in 1995,
Emerging Missile Threats to North America during
the Next Fifteen Years, posed relatively benign
threats. It was discredited by the Rumsfeld Com-
mission Report and the North Korean test of the
Taepo-Dong missile in 1998. The sarin attack in
the Tokyo subway in 1995, Indian and Pakistani
tests of nuclear weapons in 1998, the end of
U.N. inspections in Iraq, and the terrorist attacks
on 9/11 have turned weapons of mass destruc-
tion (WMD) into a salient danger. In a report to
Congress, the Central Intelligence Agency iden-
tified nine states that were developing or seek-
ing to acquire such weapons. According to the
Nuclear Policy Review, Libya, Iran, Iraq, North
Korea, and Syria could be involved in a nuclear
contingency. Various nonstate actors and terror-
ist groups such as al Qaeda, which are reportedly
seeking NBC and radiological weapons, also are
depicted as posing a serious threat to the United
States. By contrast, the review does not charac-
terize Russia as an immediate or potential con-
cern to national security.

Recent trends present a challenge. On one
hand, there is a strategic capability optimized for
a danger that no longer exists and is considered
the stumbling block in Russian-American rela-
tions. On the other, failures in nonproliferation
confront planners with relatively small-scale
threats that could become serious problems with
little warning. Although the Armed Forces may
confront an enemy willing to use NBC weapons,
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the revolution in military affairs provides ways of
employing conventional weapons for missions
once reserved for nuclear forces.

The End of MAD

The Nuclear Posture Review and the Qua-
drennial Defense Review indicate that mutual as-
sured destruction is not an acceptable basis for a
strategic relationship. According to the former re-
view, the United States “will no longer plan, size,
or sustain its forces as though Russia presented
merely a smaller version of the threat posed by
the Soviet Union.” In other words, because Russ-
ian nuclear arms are seen as a waning threat, de-
terrence will no longer dominate nuclear doctrine
and targeting.

Although the current administration has not
articulated a clear plan to transform strategic rela-
tions, policy changes are creating a new bilateral
framework. Washington took the initiative by an-
nouncing a shift in nuclear doctrine, negotiating
strategic force reductions, and introducing confi-
dence-building measures that were intended to
reduce tension and foster relations. Viewed in
this light, withdrawing from the Antiballistic Mis-
sile Treaty becomes a positive step because it de-
livered a lethal shock to an outdated strategic
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framework. As the United States has repeatedly
noted, the treaty stood in the way of missile de-
fense as well as more cooperative relations with
Moscow. The agreement signed by Presidents
George Bush and Vladimir Putin in May 2002 is
part of this new framework. Though the treaty
limits deployed nuclear warheads to a maximum
of 2,200 by 2012, it is more of a political docu-
ment than a vehicle for arms control and strate-
gic stability. The treaty reflects changes in force
structure discussed in the Nuclear Policy Review
and fulfilled Russian requirements for concrete
evidence of this new partnership.

In fact, bilateralism was helped by pragma-
tism. By declaring peace, Bush and Putin have un-
dermined the strategic rationale for sustaining the
military, institutional, and diplomatic status quo.
The United States made it difficult for Russia to as-
sume a Cold War approach because it is willing to
reciprocate. Putin found it possible to live with a
limited ABM system in return for a U.S. nuclear ar-
senal reduced to Russian levels, which are based
not on doctrine but on a weak economy. The
American approach challenges traditional arms
control and disarmament policies. Many treaties
may become obsolete as bilateral relations im-
prove. Cooperative efforts to foster peace, reduce
forces, and safeguard materials do not pose a dan-
ger to other nations and need not be codified by
treaties to ensure a stable world order.
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Briefing Nuclear
Posture Review.

The New Triad

The Nuclear Posture Review offers a pathway
toward a new strategic triad that is aided by en-
hanced command and control and intelligence
systems with offensive strike systems (nuclear and
nonnuclear), defenses (active and passive), and a
revitalized infrastructure. It assumed that nuclear
weapons are only one of
the capabilities that can
address threats from prolif-
eration of NBC weapons
and ballistic missiles. This
triad represents a departure
in strategic doctrine, with
deterrence, defense, and
counterforce acknowledged as components. It can
be best supported by a new force structure, al-
though the concepts and planning for this ad-
vance remain undefined.

The new triad is intended to integrate capa-
bilities (like missile defense), nuclear weapons,
and nonnuclear strike forces into a seamless web

to assure allies and friends, dissuade potential en-
emies from mounting military challenges against
the United States, deter enemies, and fight and
win wars when deterrence fails. The Nuclear
Posture Review notes that strike elements:

can provide greater flexibility in the design and con-
duct of military campaigns to defeat opponents deci-
sively. Non-nuclear strike capabilities may be particu-
larly useful to limit collateral damage and conflict
escalation. NPR emphasizes technology as a substi-
tute for nuclear forces that are withdrawn from serv-
ice. Global real-time command and control and recon-
naissance capabilities will take on greater importance
in the new strategic triad. Nuclear weapons could be
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employed against targets able to withstand non-
nuclear attack (for example, deep underground
bunkers or bio-weapons facilities).

Advanced command, control, and intelli-
gence will integrate the triad, facilitating flexible
operations. The new strategic triad will rely on
adaptive planning to meet emerging threats and
contingencies. Emphasis on adaptive planning
differs from the traditional way of developing the
nuclear war plan—the single integrated opera-
tions plan—which was a deliberate process that
often took months or even years to generate a fi-
nite number of options for consideration by the
President as Commander in Chief.

Administration officials suggest that the new
triad would allow reductions in operational nu-
clear forces from current START I levels of approxi-
mately 6,000 warheads for each country. The
Treaty of Moscow in May 2002 made a reality of
these levels when the signatories agreed to reduce
strategic warheads to between 1,700 and 2,200 by
2012. Reductions in the U.S. arsenal will result
from retiring MX Peacekeeper ICBMs (which
began in 2002), removing four Trident submarines
from strategic duty, and eliminating the require-
ment that B-1 bombers have nuclear capabilities.
The administration will maintain a response force
(sometimes known as a reserve force) of warheads
that could be brought back into service. Planners
probably have not finalized the size of this force,
but in all likelihood it will number in the thou-
sands. Both the Clinton and Bush administrations
have maintained that it makes sense to count
only warheads that either are deployed or can be
available for use in days. By contrast, the response
force would become available only after an ex-
tended regeneration and redeployment, which
could take months or years.

The reduction in warheads will be accompa-
nied by the development of new capabilities. The
centerpiece will be missile defense, a multi-
layered protection against accidental launches or
relatively limited strikes. No longer constrained by
treaty, the United States is building on work initi-
ated more than a decade ago. The current pro-
gram includes boost-phase interceptors that attack
ballistic missiles over enemy territory. There is
special interest in the airborne laser, a speed-of-
light directed energy weapon, and research on sea,
air, and space-based boost phase systems to defeat
missiles in the highly visible and vulnerable initial
stage of flight. The plan enhances the mid-course,
ground-based interceptor program with an ex-
panded testbed. Additional support for the ad-
vanced Patriot missile will bolster terminal and
point defense. This system is intended to protect
land forces against cruise and tactical ballistic mis-
sile attack. The Pentagon also appears interested
in a mobile tactical high-energy laser, which will
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provide ground forces with a directed energy
weapon to counter rockets, cruise missiles, and ar-
tillery and mortar munitions.

The new triad highlights profound changes
in strategic doctrine. First, it makes clear that de-
terring an all-out nuclear war with Russia is no
longer a feature of war plans. Policymakers be-
lieve that to be an extremely remote possibility.
Second, the triad embodies an effort to increase
the credibility of strategic deterrent threats by in-
creasing available options. The old triad was
intended to pose a massive response to nuclear
attack, while the reconfigured triad guarantees an
appropriate way to respond to other forms of ag-
gression, thereby bolstering deterrence. Third, the
new concept sidesteps bureaucratic resistance to
reconfiguring longstanding doctrine—the sanc-
tity of the old triad and focus on assuring a mas-
sive response under any circumstances. This ap-
proach paves the way for further reductions in
U.S. strategic nuclear forces.

Proliferation, Counterforce, and War
Although there is little doubt that the United
States wants to eliminate nuclear deterrence as the
basis for a strategic relationship with Russia, it is
clear that the Nuclear Posture Review is not a blue-
print for disarmament. But reducing operational
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warheads, deploying missile defenses, shifting to
adaptive nuclear planning, and developing con-
ventional precision-strike capabilities suggest a
new era in strategic thinking and the relationship
among nuclear weapons, deterrence, and war. The
review identifies new targeting priorities for nu-
clear weapons: hardened facilities for command
centers, underground facilities associated with
NBC weapons, and mobile targets, such as NBC-
armed missiles. It cites some 1,400 underground
sites around the world that require targeting be-
cause conventional weapons cannot destroy them.
Thus there is a need to develop an earth-penetrat-
ing capability to place these targets at risk.

The review calls for greater yield flexibility
for both stockpiled weapons and warheads that
reduce collateral damage. By identifying new tar-
gets and missions for nuclear weapons, it would
appear that the United States must design and
build arms—a process that was made difficult by
the moratorium on testing. Given the unlikeli-
hood that the moratorium would be abandoned
under present circumstances, the way to over-
come this basic inconsistency in the policies and
capabilities advocated by the review is unclear.
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Precision-guided weapons are clearly the pre-
ferred option for preemptive attacks against
WMD infrastructure and delivery systems. Al-
though it is difficult to justify employing nuclear
weapons in order to prevent their use by an
enemy, the arsenal provides escalation domi-
nance. U.S. nuclear superiority makes doing
nothing and being disarmed by a conventional
counterforce attack the only rational response
available to an enemy.

A range of nuclear options makes it more
likely that an enemy with a small WMD arsenal
will lose rather than employ NBC capabilities.
And using such weapons might generate a nu-
clear response by the United States, a perception
that reduces incentives for initial escalation. The-

ater and national missile de-

missile defenses backstop fenses backstop conventional

conventional counterforce
attacks by destroying
incoming warheads
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counterforce attacks by destroy-
ing incoming warheads. This is
a form of nuclear warfighting
and troublingly is not merely
hypothetical. It has played out
repeatedly in the case of Iraq,
though many observers fail to pay attention to
preventive war in counterproliferation strategy.

The message for both state and nonstate ac-
tors seeking WMD is unambiguous—America ac-
cepts that it cannot prevent proliferation. In-
stead, it is preparing to target nuclear, biological,
and chemical arsenals with conventional and, if
necessary, nuclear forces. Preemptive attack has
not been ruled out. The President announced at
West Point in June 2002 that U.S. security “will
require all Americans to be forward-looking and
resolute, to be ready for preemptive action when
necessary to defend our liberty and to defend
our lives.”?2

Warfighting Issues

While the Nuclear Posture Review makes in-
teresting reading, its implementation falls on the
warfighter. Because of internal inconsistencies,
some challenges may take years to resolve. For ex-
ample, there is a mismatch between force struc-
ture and the new missions given to nuclear
weapons. The review proposes that the weapons
be used to hold at risk hardened underground
bunkers containing WMD or command and con-
trol facilities. Yet there are no nuclear weapons in
the arsenal that are optimized to meet this re-
quirement, although there are plans to modify
the B-61 gravity bomb for earth penetration. And
if enemies simply decide to dig deeper, the length
of time that modified B-61s can hold this target
set at risk is uncertain. The force structure must
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be overhauled to meet new targeting needs. This
change will require reviewing nuclear programs,
retiring old systems, and fielding new weapons.

Conversely, while the Nuclear Posture Review
proposed greater reliance on conventional
weapons to perform strategic missions, the process
of operationalizing this concept is ill defined. In-
creased reliance on conventional munitions as a
substitute for nuclear weapons calls for a new tar-
geting methodology, which will require criteria for
targeting. Doctrine must be developed for substi-
tuting conventional weapons to strike targets once
covered by nuclear weapons. Moreover, varied
conventional munitions must be designed, built,
and integrated into the force structure.

Another targeting issue flows from the re-
duction in nuclear force levels. Fewer warheads
translate into a reduced number of targets that
can be struck by nuclear weapons. Redundancy in
coverage has played an important role in counter-
force strategy. But making serious reductions in
arsenals could force the United States to confront
nuclear scarcity: by definition counterforce could
become primarily a mission for conventional
weapons, while nuclear weapons are held in re-
serve for countervalue missions. The new threat
environment, however, suggests that nuclear
weapons might be more in demand, not less—to
hold hardened underground facilities at risk.

U.S. Air Force (Amanda M. Edwards)
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Conventional counterforce, under such circum-
stances, could be extremely demanding in terms
of force structure, doctrine, and operations.

Although assigning forces to particular tar-
gets is challenging, there is a broader mismatch
between the nuclear force structure and the inter-
national environment. What are the benefits of
the D-5 SLBM or Minuteman III against al Qaeda
or other transnational/terrorist threats? Would
the United States contemplate using the Minute-
man III against WMD sites? This imbalance in ex-
plosive yield and targets to hold at risk is a major
challenge that takes on greater urgency given
emerging doctrine, which emphasizes either pre-
emptive strikes or war to check such threats. But
developing a new generation of nuclear weapons
to match this threat will be difficult as long as the
United States honors a moratorium on testing.

There is also a mismatch between calls for a
new generation of nuclear weapons and the abil-
ity of the nuclear infrastructure to meet that re-
quirement. While the Nuclear Posture Review
draws attention to the deterioration of the infra-
structure, scientists who designed the weapons
are leaving the scene. The source of a new gener-
ation of scientists to design weapons to respond
to future threats is unclear. And even if scientists
are found, it is uncertain how they will design,
construct, and certify weapons, particularly low-
yield and earth penetrating systems, without re-
suming nuclear tests.

Another major issue facing nuclear planners
is the integration of offensive and defensive com-
ponents of the strategic deterrent. The Pentagon
is entering uncharted waters, and planners will
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have to establish a command and control infra-
structure for the components of the new triad
and determine mechanisms for these command
relationships.

The Nuclear Posture Review represents a de-
parture in thinking about deterrence. First, it
abandons mutual assured destruction as the basis
of the Russian-American strategic relationship
and eliminates Russia as the benchmark for sizing
nuclear forces. Second, it seeks to substitute con-
ventional for nuclear capabilities as a strategic de-
terrent; the objective in the past was finding ways
to combine conventional and nuclear force struc-
tures to function in a mutually supportive way to
bolster conventional and nuclear deterrence.
Third, the integration of offense and defense to
bolster deterrence by denial is a departure, even if
mechanisms and organizations to integrate these
forces are still on the drawing board.

Despite the critics, the paradox of the review
is that while it appears to make nuclear use more
likely, it reflects the practice of nonuse that
emerged after World War II. Factors other than ef-
ficiency or military utility shape policy on weak
states with NBC weapons. The United States
could have addressed proliferation and long-
range delivery systems as a simple threat. It could
have stated that any use of WMD, conventional
strike, or unconventional attack would be met by
a massive use of nuclear weapons. Instead, plan-
ners are searching for options to deter and defeat
WMD-armed enemies with far less force than an
all-out nuclear attack.

The problems of implementing the Nuclear
Posture Review and operationalizing concepts in
that document will eventually reach warfighters.
This is a sobering challenge that will require
decades to meet. But by destroying the paradigm
that informed nuclear strategy in the Cold War,
the review provides an opportunity to develop
nuclear strategy for the 215t century. JrQ

NOTES

1 Excerpts from the classified version of the report
were published in The New York Times and Los Angeles
Times. Most of the text is posted at http://globalsecurity.
org/wmd/library/policy/dod/npr.htm. This cite is taken
from the executive summary released by the Depart-
ment of Defense. Other quotes come from the global se-
curity Web site, although the authors have no way of
confirming their authenticity.

2 Remarks by the President at the U.S. Military Acad-
emy on June 1, 2002 (Washington: The White House,
June 1, 2002).
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in Afghanistan
Learning the Right Lessons

By FRANK L JONES

he role of Special Operations Forces
(SOF) in Afghanistan is currently being
scrutinized for lessons on fighting the
global war on terrorism. Initial assess-
ments suggest that coordination between land
and air forces signals a revolution in military af-
fairs and perhaps a recipe for defeating terrorists.
Some contend that these lessons will become the

Frank L. Jones is professor of defense policy at the U.S. Army War
College and previously served as Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
for special operations policy and support.
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basis for military transformation and an impor-
tant element in future strategic planning.

There are lessons to be learned—the chal-
lenge is identifying the right ones. Some might
conclude that Afghanistan offered prescriptions
for combating terrorism or shaping conventional
warfare. This idea stems from the success of spe-
cial reconnaissance, which aided precision air
strikes and direct action missions, but neglects
unconventional warfare. In other words, leaders
might seek to conventionalize future conflicts.
Unconventional warfare capabilities were essen-
tial in routing Taliban forces and al Qaeda and
will be crucial in defeating enemies elsewhere.

Fleet Combat Camera, Atlantic (Eric Lippman)
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understanding asymmetric
warfare leads to the view
that time horizons are
undergoing change

Unconventional Warfare

It is prudent to reexamine unconventional
warfare as the Armed Forces begin to wrestle with
military transformation and wage a global war on
terrorism. While the term unconventional warfare
has found its way into various military lexicons
for decades, Joint Pub 1-02, Department of Defense
Dictionary of Military and Associ-
ated Terms, defines it as:

... military and paramilitary op-
erations, normally of long dura-
tion, predominantly conducted by
indigenous or surrogate forces who
are organized, trained, equipped,
supported, and directed in varying
degrees by an external source. It includes guerrilla
warfare and often direct offensive, low visibility,
covert, or clandestine operations, as well as the indi-
rect activities of subversion, sabotage, intelligence
gathering, and escape and evasion.

Unconventional warfare is often regarded as
synonymous with guerrilla warfare, thereby ob-
scuring its role in counterterrorism. This ignores
the fact that it seeks political ends which affect
the stability of nations. Unconventional warfare
is a type of political and socioeconomic conflict
with psychological elements. Moreover, although
they can be protracted, unconventional wars are
cyclical in nature. Variations in intensity may not
equate to holding territory or imposing military
government, which are associated with sustaining
forces on the ground for extended periods. Un-
derstanding asymmetric warfare leads to the view
that time horizons are undergoing change. Events
in the last decade enabled protagonists to claim
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victory by retaining power. Nonetheless, uncon-
ventional warfare is an accurate term of art, a
form of conflict for which Special Operations
Forces are uniquely qualified and must maintain
a high level of readiness.

Within the Army, Special Forces claim un-
conventional warfare as their primary mission.
The international environment the Nation is
likely to face over the next ten to twenty years
will remain a gray area between political conflict
and total war. Under such conditions nonstate ac-
tors could threaten stability. This conclusion is
consistent with the findings of the intelligence
community. Testifying before Congress, the direc-
tor of the Defense Intelligence Agency stated:
“The 1990s were a time of transition and turmoil
as familiar Cold War issues, precepts, structures,
and strategies gave way to new security para-
digms. . .. I expect the next ten to fifteen years to
be at least as turbulent, if not more so.”!

Technological and information-age innova-
tions can be used to produce weapons of mass de-
struction and manipulate financial markets. Fur-
ther, globalization may run counter to cultural
norms and national impulses and result in en-
mity. In addition, transnational actors like terror-
ists can undermine sovereignty by operating
across frontiers and establishing networks for sup-
port. There is also a proliferation of dual-use and
military technology. Other factors include disaf-
fected individuals and groups as well as global de-
mographic trends that can result in social stratifi-
cation, which breeds resentment and hostility.
Unconventional warfare can succeed in this envi-
ronment because it can enable weaker parties to
take on stronger ones.

If one can perform tasks associated with un-
conventional warfare—the most demanding mis-
sion conducted by Special Forces—other SOF mis-
sions (such as special reconnaissance and direct
action) can be conducted successfully. According
to this view, unconventional warfare as defined
traditionally proves so demanding and compre-
hensive that other missions are subsumed under
it. The skills required for unconventional war are
applicable across the board, from military opera-
tions other than war to high intensity conflicts.
Special operations missions can be mounted in
situations where a small force is required because
of the sensitivities to operational and strategic
missions in support of joint campaign plans dur-
ing wartime.

Strategic Context

National security strategy articulates Ameri-
can policies as well as interests and objectives
around the globe. It also recognizes threats and
challenges. Two aspects of protecting interests
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undermine their unconven-
tional warfare capability
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and attaining objectives crystallized after 9/11,
and both are related to unconventional warfare.

First, potential enemies fall into two major cate-
gories: nations with traditional forces and nontra-
ditional or nonstate actors that resort to terrorism
or asymmetrical warfare. Both sorts of threats are
less likely today to engage in force-on-force con-
frontations. Instead, they may resort to asymmet-
ric or asynchronous strategies to inflict damage
on friendly forces and undermine national will,
exploiting ethical constraints as well as the obses-
sion with declared endstates.

The second aspect is the interagency dimen-
sion of conflict. The military has learned over the
last decade through peace oper-
ations and humanitarian assis-
tance that it is no longer the
only instrument of national se-
curity employed for these mis-
sions. It must deal with civilian
agencies, foreign governments
and militaries, nongovernmen-
tal and international organizations, and other ac-
tors during and after a conflict. Afghanistan
called for extensive coordination between Special
Forces and paramilitary assets from the Central
Intelligence Agency. Both considerations make
Special Operations Forces not only the units of
choice for the future but demand an understand-
ing of unconventional warfare as an essential
component of national security strategy.

Instruments of Unconventional Warfare

Special operators possess skills for unconven-
tional warfare which are politico-military in na-
ture. They leave a small footprint and have the
adaptability to operate without a huge logistic
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system. They can act with speed and surprise.
They have unique abilities to work with surrogate
and indigenous forces, including foreign lan-
guages, regional expertise, and interpersonal
skills, particularly in teaching military tactics and
techniques.

Nonetheless, other means complement these
competencies and are valuable in conducting un-
conventional warfare. One is psychological opera-
tions (PSYOP), the planned use of communica-
tions to influence the attitudes of foreign target
audiences to achieve strategic objectives.

Another complementary activity is civil af-
fairs. In the last decade, civil affairs units have re-
peatedly been called on to support humanitarian
assistance and peace operations. Skills honed in
these operations are transferable to unconven-
tional warfare. Although structured primarily for
theater warfare, civil affairs teams can help local
governments and conduct civic action projects, a
necessary component in securing support from
the local populace in an unconventional warfare
environment. They can restore basic services after
a conflict like Afghanistan, where civil affairs
units are surveying the needs of local people so
international organizations can provide aid. They
can also assist new governments and inexperi-
enced leaders in public administration, thus
molding the post-conflict situation. Such efforts
are directed toward promoting conciliation with
important levels of society to maintain stability.

These skills are also required in the global
war on terrorism. Unfortunately, preliminary les-
sons gleaned from Afghanistan may narrow their
use to the application of technology in future
warfare or relegate SOF assets to roles that under-
mine their unconventional warfare capability.

Future Operations

As previously noted, the future of uncon-
ventional warfare was debated prior to 9/11. In
view of the success of Special Operations Forces
in Afghanistan and its influence on perceptions
of policymakers and unified commanders as a
capability for combating terrorism, the demand
for such assets is growing dramatically. In turn-
ing to this resource, strategic leaders must exam-
ine the part it should play in troubled regions of
the world.

A number of considerations which bear on
the experience of Special Operations Forces in
Afghanistan have implications for missions and
force structure. Some leaders may assume that
special operators are only effective in combating
terrorism when performing limited conventional
support missions as part of combined arms teams.
This view has a long history in defense circles,
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where synchronization is the accepted norm. Se-
nior civilian officials and military officers hew to
this rule out of fear that Special Operations Forces
may become either too independent or eclipse
conventional forces. Yet unconventional opera-
tions certainly complement conventional opera-
tions and must support joint planning when
practicable. While the effects of SOF assets may
not be as precise as armored formations or as pre-
dictable as deliberate attack, the benefits of em-
ploying them in a limited capacity far outweigh
the issue of control, because less flexibility seri-
ously erodes their capabilities. This approach has
often been disregarded in the past because of the
need for unconventional capabilities. However, it
is a lesson that senior leaders seem willing to
learn repeatedly.

Another consideration may be increasing the
size or expanding the range of SOF assets. There
has been speculation in the media that airborne
units could be transferred to U.S. Special Opera-
tions Command. Such proposals ignore the facts
that make special operators successful. They

could also adulterate the quality of the force and
reorient it from unconventional warfare to a form
of elite infantry, which it is not.

Third, aside from the belief that success in
Afghanistan is a model for other applications, de-
cisionmakers may want to use SOF assets to com-
bat terrorism in ill-advised ways. They may seek
to deploy them with other agencies, such as intel-
ligence and law enforcement, to form joint inter-
agency task forces. Although SOF personnel can
work in an interagency environment, they would
be reduced to staff responsibilities of marginal
utility, given that such task forces would be fo-
cused on intelligence analysis, interrogating de-
tainees, and freezing assets. There are fewer than
30,000 SOF personnel in the Army, many within
the Reserve components such as civil affairs and
psychological operations units. Interagency as-
signment is not a judicious use of scarce assets.

Another approach would be using SOF assets
to train foreign armies in counterterrorism, which
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is the only form of U.S. presence some countries
will tolerate. Though worthwhile, treating coun-
terterrorism as a one-dimensional mission, as
seems to be the situation in the Philippines, may
be a mistake. Terrorism is not an end in itself, but
rather a technique to create fear and destabilize
regimes. Groups such as al Qaeda seek to over-
throw governments and are insurgent. This sort
of threat is reactionary-traditionalist or spiritual
in nature. It tries to restore an arcane political
order, which is romanticized. Terrorism is a politi-
cal tool that is used because no other instrument
is available or the situation has not matured to
the point where guerrilla warfare is feasible.

Insurgency is fostered by popular resentment
of authority. This disaffection gives rise to resist-
ance or violence against existing regimes. There-
fore, foreign militaries must be trained not only in
civil disturbances and hostage rescue, but also
counterinsurgency tactics, techniques, and proce-
dures. For example, parts of the Philippines are be-
coming unstable and Muslim extremist groups are
expanding. Meeting this challenge will require
more than training local forces, which are identi-
fied with social inequality and a failed justice sys-
tem. Insurgents survive because of weak control
by national authorities and sympathetic popula-
tions. Manila requires better tools to counter in-
surgents, and Washington—calling on civilian
and military capabilities—can assist when not lim-
ited to teaching hostage rescue techniques.

On the Right Path

Underpinning special operations in
Afghanistan was the concept of engagement—
that is, enhancing national security through sys-
tematic and integrated
global leadership to influ-
ence state or nonstate ac-
tors. SOF personnel are ef-
fective because of area
expertise, which is honed
over many years. They routinely deploy overseas
and develop close relationships with foreign
counterparts. For instance, Uzbekistani support
of operations in Afghanistan was facilitated by
the earlier visit of a Special Forces training team.
SOF political-military efforts promoted long-term
objectives. Such an approach must be sustained
not only for the sake of counterterrorism, but to
ensure that Special Operations Forces are capable
of conducting unconventional warfare.

Moreover, SOF assets are global scouts. Some
of their critical work is performed prior to a cri-
sis. Such efforts, often in the context of foreign
internal defense, are linked to proper conduct in
dealing with civilians where insurgency is likely.?
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SOF personnel are models of proper behavior
among local populations and do not create
enemy sympathizers. Such conduct also aids in
collecting intelligence. In some nations, relation-
ships may include helping form local militias or
civilian defense forces, thus strengthening com-
munities as well as respect for human rights. This
fact was recognized by policymakers as an emerg-
ing post-Cold War role. If a crisis erupts while
special operators are deployed, they provide in-
stant presence for unified commanders. In addi-
tion, both psychological operations and civil af-
fairs on the strategic and tactical levels must be
emphasized since they clarify foreign policy ob-
jectives through favorable impressions of U.S.
military activity in a region.

Unconventional warfare also puts demands
on the operational skills of both civilian and mili-
tary organizations. DOD must augment SOF mis-
sions in those areas plagued by insurgency. Em-
phasis must be placed on agricultural and
economic efforts sponsored by the U.S. Agency
for International Development—objectives con-
sistent with the global alliance, which is the
model for the 21%t century. Such development is
crucial to U.S. strategic interests. Unconventional
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warfare must not be limited to hot wars or large-
scale operations. A judicious admixture of train-
ing and development may lead to a lasting vic-
tory without dramatic headlines.

Next, the military must analyze irregular and
revolutionary warfare, not only by revisiting past
conflicts but also in projecting future confronta-
tions, which include political, economic, and so-
cial views as well as cultural and religious biases
of potential enemies. The importance of area ex-
pertise cannot be overestimated. Understanding
operational environments must form part of
training for SOF personnel, such as intelligence
analysts and operatives. Equally significant are
the strengths and weaknesses of allies and
friends. Anecdotal evidence from Afghanistan
suggests that SOF personnel must be proficient in
several languages within their area of operations.

DOD must consider innovations for use in
various environments, such as urban warfare, and
the means to accomplish missions, from non-
lethal weaponry to sophisticated communication
equipment. There must also be an appraisal of
SOF capabilities for the future.

A counterterrorism or counterinsurgency
strategy must integrate military and information

Jones

Civil Affairs personnel
with village elders.

instruments of national power, including public
diplomacy and psychological operations as well
as civic action conducted. The lessons of the Viet-
nam War are pertinent. Interagency relations
must be enhanced to offset the lack of an inte-
grated counterinsurgency strategy and national
mechanism to coordinate it. This effort must
focus on the Department of State (especially pub-
lic diplomacy); the intelligence community, be-
cause human intelligence, counterintelligence,
and area expertise are critical (SOF personnel who
return from overseas are a trove of information);
and the U.S. Agency for International Develop-
ment, which must act as a full partner in working
with local populations.

Even superpowers can lose asymmetric wars.
The ideal response to such conflicts requires
preparing for engagements despite technological
advantages. Committing forces may cause public
opinion to become a center of gravity, a vulnera-
bility that insurgents exploit. In addition, when
forces are committed, counterinsurgency mis-
sions must be entrusted to those especially
trained and equipped for them. Winning hearts
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IN AFGHANISTAN

and minds is integral to
defeating insurgency, an
axiom initially invoked
during the emergency in
Malaya—the model of a
successful counterinsur-
gency campaign.?

Finally, emphasiz-
ing one mission over an-
other does not come
without friction. Allo-
cating resources is diffi-
cult, and upgrading unconventional warfare will
require personnel as well as resources that are not
included in the current budget. U.S. Special Oper-
ations Command must reexamine planning and
budgeting processes to determine if the uncon-
ventional warfare mission, in its broadest sense, is
amply supported.

Fleet Combat Camera, Atlantic (Michael Sandberg)

The successes of military operations in
Afghanistan are being jeopardized by misreading
them. Although Special Operations Forces are
credited with defeating Taliban and al Qaeda
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outside Kabul.

forces, too much emphasis can be put on coordi-
nating ground and air attacks while recruiting
anti-Taliban fighters is underestimated. The latter
capacity resulted from employing SOF assets in
unconventional warfare. Comprehending this
subtlety will be critical in future operations.
While there are not many Afghanistans in the
world, potential alliances abound. The rise of in-
surgent and irredentist movements (sometimes
equated with terrorist initiatives exclusively), cou-
pled with asymmetric threats, demands a strate-
gic vision for unconventional warfare. JFrQ

NOTES

! Thomas R. Wilson, “Global Threats and Chal-
lenges,” statement before the Senate Armed Services
Committee, March 19, 2002, http://www.dia.mil/
Public/Press/statement04.html.

2 Anthony J. Joes, America and Guerilla Warfare
(Lexington, Ky.: University of Kentucky Press, 2000),
pp- 330-32.

3 Michael Howard, “Mistake to Declare This a War,”
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CHALLENGE 2002
Setting the Mark

By GROVER E. MYERS

ew enemies with old grudges are using
innovative ways to challenge Ameri-
can leadership around the world. To
meet this threat, the Secretary of De-
fense has given the task of transforming the mili-
tary to U.S. Joint Forces Command (JFCOM). Mil-
lennium Challenge, conducted in the summer of

Lieutenant Colonel Grover E. Myers, USAF (Ret.), is an analyst at U.S.
Joint Forces Command and previously served at the Air Force Doctrine

Center.

2002, was the pinnacle of this effort thus far.
JECOM believes this multilevel exercise was suc-
cessful enough to warrant immediate implemen-
tation of some of its recommendations.

Equally important as decisions on change for
those who must confront emerging enemies are
the lessons of recent operations and deliberate ex-
perimentation. New adversaries are not likely to
wait as we adapt to fresh tactics and threats in the
traditional methodical Cold War fashion. And the
lessons from transformational experiments need
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to be immediately recognized and incorporated
into plans and, more importantly, into doctrine.
As one observer noted, “Experience in the private
sector demonstrates that successful corporations
do not plan to transform in the distant future:
they transform constantly.”?

The Challenge

The United States finds itself in a unique his-
torical position that is both highly perilous and
full of opportunities. With the end of the Cold
War it is the most powerful nation on earth. After
some forty years of superpower confrontation and
a nuclear standoff, many Americans believe that
the country has earned a respite from the burden
of global leadership. But its role in the world pres-
ents new challenges to national interests.

Technological advances offer unprecedented
capabilities to friendly and enemy forces alike.
Political, economic, cultural, and other pressures
in the post-colonial, post-Cold War environment

make conflict more

for the force to carry out effects- likely. Globalization

based action, it must have

seeds unrest in distant
lands that is potentially

detailed knowledge of an enemy damaging to national
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interests. The possible
consequences of future conflict were brought
home when the United States came under terror-
ist attack in September 2001.

The latest defense planning guidance ac-
knowledged new challenges and recognized that
current forces and operational concepts designed
for symmetrical warfare against similarly armed
enemies were inadequate. Thus it tasked JFCOM
to develop joint operational concepts to support
military transformation while exploiting asym-
metric advantages and emerging joint capabilities.

A Response

The rapid decisive operations (RDO) concept
developed by JFCOM responds to defense plan-
ning guidance and to the new operational reali-
ties driving it. Fostered by the requirement to
meet a wider range of enemy capabilities, this
concept presents new ideas on achieving national
objectives and is centered on effects-based meth-
ods and processes. It describes a way to apply mil-
itary capabilities in conjunction with the other
instruments of national power—diplomatic, in-
formational, and economic—in a campaign cen-
tered on the effects required to achieve national
objectives. Unlike traditional military operations,
an effects-based campaign does not focus prima-
rily on attrition of an enemy, although that op-
tion remains, but on affecting the will and ability
of opposing leaders to resist U.S. objectives—on
creating desired actions or reactions or even an
inability to act at all. The goal is to apply the

JFQ / Winter 2002-03

right set of capabilities to control the circum-
stances and the enemy and conclude conflicts as
quickly and resolutely as possible at minimum
cost in lives and treasure.

Since JFCOM was assigned the mission to
lead joint experimentation, the command has
worked a robust program of experimentation and
wargames to initiate and develop key warfighting
concepts. For example, Unified Vision, an experi-
ment conducted in May 2001, assessed the value
added of a standing joint force headquarters in a
rapid decisive operation. From its findings and in-
sights, the RDO concept was further developed
through a series of smaller limited objective ex-
periments so that a mature concept with support-
ing systems, procedures, and tools was ready for
rigorous analysis when Millennium Challenge
was conducted.

Paramount in rapid decisive operations is the
idea that one must think differently about plan-
ning and executing military operations. That is
the overarching theme of JFCOM concept devel-
opment and experimental activity, which has em-
phasized a fully networked joint force with a su-
perior, knowledge-focused joint organization
ready to implement effects-based operations in
rapid decisive operations. Along the way, the
command has used input from the field and fleet
in the form of findings from experimentation
and wargaming.

The RDO concept emerged from four charac-
teristics of future joint operations: coherently
joint, fully networked, effects-based, and knowl-
edge centric. Together they provide a framework
for examining joint concepts and exploring capa-
bilities—an approach to thinking differently about
military operations. Moreover, since they are
closely interrelated, these characteristics must not
be viewed in isolation. For example, to be coher-
ently joint means that all components of the force
must be fully networked with integrated, collabo-
rative command and control structures. And for
the force to carry out effects-based action, it must
have detailed knowledge of an enemy, itself, and
the environment, thus being knowledge-centric.

Testing New Concepts

Millennium Challenge tested the RDO con-
struct and the ability of the joint force to conduct
such operations in this decade. It employed
newly developed concepts and stressed them in
the new world environment. The command mis-
sion was not only to demonstrate the ability to
conduct rapid decisive operations, but to produce
comprehensive recommendations as part of the
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JECOM role as a leading agent for joint force
transformation. The command has begun making
recommendations based on more than two years
of joint experimentation.

Millennium Challenge enabled JFCOM to
develop specific recommendations to transform
joint operations and provide a pathway for future
experiments. It was the largest as well as the most
comprehensive joint force experiment ever con-
ducted. This $250 million undertaking was pre-
ceded by 23 workshops and 16 limited objective
experiments. In addition, it facilitated the explo-
ration of 11 joint service concepts, 27 joint initia-
tives, and 46 service initiatives, and also evalu-
ated 22 warfighting issues based on concerns of
combatant commanders. Some 13,500 personnel
at 25 locations across the United States were in-
volved in this experiment, which incorporated a
rich mix of live and simulated forces, current and
future capabilities, an aggressive and asymmetric
opposing force, and a new federation of 42 mod-
els and simulations.

The RDO concept is not a stand-alone con-
struct; it relies on component concepts to achieve
its objectives. The most prominent concepts ad-
dressed during Millennium Challenge were ef-
fects-based operations, standing joint force head-
quarters, the collaborative information
environment, the joint interagency coordination
group, and operational net assessment.
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Effects-based operations. Unlike traditional
campaigns, an effects-based campaign is not pri-
marily focused on attrition but rather on creating
effects—desired enemy actions, reactions, or in-
abilities to act—that force compliance with na-
tional objectives. The goal is to apply the right set
of capabilities that will conclude the conflict as
quickly and resolutely as possible at minimum
cost in lives and treasure. Effects-based operations
provide a process for obtaining the desired strate-
gic outcome through the precise application of all
national capabilities—economic, information,
and diplomatic as well as military. On the opera-
tional level of war, effects-based campaigning is
concerned with controlling or influencing the be-
havior of a complex, adaptive enemy by creating
specific conditions and disrupting its ability to
adapt to those conditions in any way other than
the desired outcome.

Effects-based operations are prefaced on un-
derstanding an enemy as a complex adaptive sys-
tem and identifying the key nodes and links in
that system where effects are to be concentrated.
It also aims to achieve effects that cannot always
be attained with weapons—political, information,
and economic. It focuses the collective effects to
take away what an enemy most values.

To the soldier on the ground, effects-based
operations are transparent—what he does and
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satellite radio at
Fort Erwin.

how he does it will change little; however appli-
cation of its principles directly against enemy will
and capability to resist mitigates the risks to that
soldier. Its effectiveness rests on friendly advan-
tages in new information technology and the
knowledge of the enemy, oneself, and one’s envi-
ronment. Of all the emerging concepts, it best
represents the idea of looking at things from a
different perspective.

Standing joint force headquarters. Located
within a combatant command, the standing joint
force headquarters is a permanent command and
control element that:

m operates and trains together on a daily basis,
creating permanent, habitual working relationships

m participates in planning and executing the com-
mander’s long-term security cooperation program

m conducts operational net assessment and con-
tingency planning for potential crises in the comman-
der’s area of responsibility

m is enabled by the collaborative information
environment

m reduces ad hoc staff adaptation and augmenta-
tion in time of crisis.

Traditionally, task-specific headquarters have
been organized and deployed only when a crisis
has begun or political/senior military authorities
identify a need. In such cases, a commander must
then be identified and a staff assigned to manage
the operation. Often the tasked headquarters is
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composed of representatives of only one service
who are untrained in joint task force procedures.
By contrast, a fully trained standing headquarters
of 50 to 60 personnel from all services located in
the regional commander’s headquarters can begin
much of the planning almost immediately and can
be augmented as the situation requires.

JFCOM is convinced that standing joint
force headquarters can provide faster stand-up of
a joint task force headquarters during a crisis
where every minute counts, and that once estab-
lished the headquarters has a better awareness of
the intent of a combatant commander and the
operational situation. This approach also provides
the organizational construct for applying the re-
maining concepts described below.

Collaborative information environment. Using
newly available high-speed information connec-
tivity and electronic collaborative tools, the col-
laborative information environment facilitates
immediate information exchange among mem-
bers of the joint force and its supporting and sup-
ported organizations. It contributes to achieving
decision superiority by rapidly and simultane-
ously sharing information and ideas to all who
need it, reducing planning times and enhancing
operational effectiveness.

The environment used during Millennium
Challenge was a command, control, and intelli-
gence system that simultaneously linked com-
manders at many levels and locations and their
sources of vital information both within and
outside military channels. Collaborative infor-
mation environment uses the global informa-
tion grid as its information management and
dissemination backbone, which will allow oper-
ational commanders to collaborate with sup-
porting organizations wherever they are located.
The operational net assessment and joint intera-
gency coordination group concepts discussed
below rely heavily on collaborative information
environment in that each uses collaborative
applications to permit supporting staffs, sepa-
rated by geography and organizational bound-
aries, to develop products collectively.

Additionally, the new joint en route mission
planning and rehearsal system-near term was in-
tegral to the collaborative information environ-
ment in Millennium Challenge. This command
and control tool allowed the operational com-
mander to continue to participate in the collabo-
rative environment with his staff and subordinate
commanders even while on the move at great dis-
tances from his headquarters.

Joint interagency coordination group. Both mili-
tary leaders and civilian officials recognize the
persistent shortfall in synchronizing military and
agency efforts toward common goals. When the
Nation undertakes operations to influence, deter,



or defeat an enemy, the Armed Forces are only
one component. Achieving national goals is a co-
operative endeavor involving many Federal agen-
cies. The joint interagency coordination group
provides civilian representatives to combatant
commands and facilitates rapid information shar-
ing across the interagency
community. It fosters mutual

Myers

environment of an enemy. That is effects-based
thinking. Key is the difference between tradi-
tional objective-oriented operations, which are
focused on destroying physical objectives, and ef-
fects-based operations, in which the cohesion of
the environment, capability, and will of an
enemy is attacked through full simultaneous inte-
gration of all aspects of national power.

the joint interagency
coordination group provides
civilian representatives to
combatant commands

understanding by developing
collaborative day-to-day
working relationships be-
tween civilian and military
operational planners. In

The first understanding of the situation is
the job of the operational net assessment—pro-
viding a full understanding of an enemy, the bat-
tlespace environment, and friendly resources as
seen by an enemy. This type of insight is called a

keeping with the intent of
rapid decisive operations, this group allows the-
ater commanders to bring all elements of na-
tional power to bear—harmonizing diplomatic,
information, military, and economic activities
within their areas of responsibility. These ele-
ments can best be applied together to rapidly re-
sult in the collapse of an enemy.

Operational net assessment. Harnessing recent
advances in intelligence, surveillance, and recon-
naissance systems and procedures as well as in
communications and information management,
operational net assessment provides commanders
with comprehensive analysis of the potential ef-
fects of both friendly and enemy actions. This
study extends beyond traditional military means
to provide a range of options that can decisively
influence enemy will.

Operational net assessment relies on habit-
ual, persistent, institutionalized collaboration and
integration among as many concerned parties as
possible (largely provided by the collaborative in-
formation environment). The intent is to leverage
a wide variety of experts from multiple organiza-
tions to build a coherent knowledge base. This as-
sessment links potential effects to critical leverage
points within a political, economic, information,
and military system and to a range of options
necessary to achieve those effects.

Linking the Pieces

The central hypothesis tested in Millennium
Challenge involved three concepts that will en-
large joint force capability to conduct a rapid de-
cisive operation. If an enhanced joint headquar-
ters is informed by an operational net assessment
and employs effects-based operations that utilize
the full range of national capabilities, the 2007
joint force will be able to conduct rapid decisive
operations against a determined 2007 enemy.

The hypothesis can best be understood in
terms of the desired outcome, which is achieved
by gaining decision superiority over an enemy.
Such decisions are based on altering the perceived

system-of-systems analysis.

Finally, it was recognized early on that the
current process of managing the way the military
views the world and the operational challenges it
presents was not achieving the goal of decision
superiority. The processes and formal relation-
ships were out of date. The Armed Forces were
still organized like Napoleonic armies while oper-
ating in a world of cyberwar.

An Assessment

Millennium Challenge was judged by most
participants as a success in determining the abil-
ity to conduct rapid decisive operations in this
decade and in rigorously analyzing component
concepts. The central ideas presented earlier fall
into two camps. The characterization of these po-
sitions—either invest now or in need of refinement—
is determined by the readiness of a concept or ini-
tiative for implementation in the joint force.
Several significant insights from this experiment
call for immediate investment.

DOD should first select a common collabora-
tive capability for an interim joint command and
control tool; JFCOM, with support from unified
commands, services, et al., should develop joint
command, control, communications, computers,
and intelligence (C*I) architecture. Then the Joint
Requirements Oversight Council should approve
a base prototype incorporating both key enablers
of a collaborative information environment and
evolving concepts of operational net assessment
and effects-based operations. Finally, a capability
should be fielded to combatant commands;
JFECOM should collaborate with the Office of the
Secretary of Defense, Joint Staff, and unified com-
mands to refine roles, responsibilities, business
rules, and a reachback capability.

In addition, two main areas need refine-
